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ABSTRACT 

A study examined whether a haif"day or all-day 
kindergarten readiness program was the more beneficial in preparing 
students for kindergarten. A questionnaire was drawn up after 
research into this domain and submitted to 45 faculty members at a 
child development center. The findings were found to be somewhat 
evenly divided between the half-day and all-day readiness programs. 
However, the results provided small but significant evidence in favor 
of the half-day program as indicated by both the half-day and all-day 
teachers regarding the acquisition of learning skills, readiness 
skills, and social skills. The half-day program seemed to be better 
for the 4- and 5-year-old child, if a choice is available. Results 
also indicated that readiness and social skills are learned in the 
morning when a child is rested. (The questionnaire and a progress 
check list for the 4-year-olds are appended). (AA) 
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ABSTRACT 

A Study of Half Day vs. All Day Pre-Ki ndergar ten Readiness 

by 

Gay Wheeler 

This study was done in -esponse to several years of 
differing opinion as to whether the half day or the all day 
kindergarten readiness program has been the most beneficial 
in preparing students for kindergarten. Forty-five pre- 
kindergarten teachers were given a questionnaire/opinionnaire 
and there was a one hundred percent return. 

There has been very little research done and only a few 
articles written on this subject, so there was little 
information with which to compare the results. 

The findings were a little surprising in that the half 
day pre-k i nder garten program seems to have more support from 
both the half day and all day teachers. Two of the Chi- 
Square findings had a. significance of 0.00, and these were 
findings regarding length of day and learning better and 
social skills, and both tables presented data in favor of 
the half day program. One other Chi-Square table had a 
significance of 0.08, and this was based on the marital 
status of the teachers with single teachers being much more 
in favor of the all day program. The Chi-Square information 
has shown a much more positive response for the half day pre- 
kindergartsn progre^m. This information causes a questionable 
response to the null hypothesis, as there does seem to be a 
significant difference in favor of the half day program. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

General Introduction 

Educators have disagreed for several years as to the 
proper tools with which to accomplish pre-k i ndergar ten 
readiness in the most successful manner ^ as Sharon Kagan 
points out in her article for Kappa n (November, 1994). 1 
There has been some debate as to whether pre-k i nder gar ten 
5tudt;nts become better prepared for school by gaing to pre- 
kindergarten classes all day or by going for only half of a 
day. Judy David alludes to this, (natter in her article for 
Ear 1 V Chi 1 dhood Today regarding readiness and routines. 2 
There appears to be little i-esear ch done regarding the all 
day vs. the half day classes, however, but there have been 
some articles written and some studies done regarding 
improving assessment tools. As brought out in an article for 
Educational Lea der shi p by Thomas Hoerr, the Key School in 
Indianapolis believes that accomplishments in pre- 
kindergarten readiness should be based on and measured by 
tools other than linguistic measurement. This may be 
affected by the length of time the child attends school 
daily« As pointed out in the same article, many educators 
believe that this outlook is the blueprint for the future and 
for ensuring the success of students in school and in life. 3 
In writing for Tea c he r magazine, Psychologist Robert 
Sternberg also thinks that there is more than one way to be 
s m a r t . H e belie v e s t h i s c a n h e 1 p t e? a c h e r s and s t u d e n t s . 



Robert Sternberg also believes that success is the major goal 
of education, and that accomplishing and assessing success in 
the most efficient and effective way should be of primary 
importance to everyone involved in education. Pre- 
kindergarten readiness is the first step in the educ^itional 
journey and the foundation on which success is built.4 

The problem i that ^;;!:udents rami;; into the :Bchcol=i 
with di ■■•Gr gent backgrounds and many lack readiness skill^u 

F'ur pose 

Ttu-? purp-'se of this study is to determine which type 
o f p f e - k i n d e r- g a i- 1 e n r- e a d i r-i e b s p i - o g r a n\ i s m o = t e f f e c t i v e i n 
a c c o m p 1 i s h i n g t h e s t u d e n t ■■ •■ r ~: a c\ i. n e s s s k ills. 

Signi ficance 

The significance of this study involves the strategic 
question of successful pre-k i nder gar ten readiness,. A 
student's entire CB.reBf of educational success may depend on 
successful preparation to e?nter the school system. 

Definition of Terms 

1. Theory of mu 1 1 i p 1 e i ntel 1 i gences . The theory which 
stresses an unknown number of separate capacities for 
]. c;; a r n i n g r ■ a n g i n q f r o m m u s i c a 1 i n t e 1 1 i g e n c e t o 1. 1-) e 
i ntel 1 i gen CP oF understanding oneself and including 
creative and practical intelligences. 



Nul 1 Hypothesis 

There is no significant difference in the pre- 
kindergarten readiness skills of all day vs. half day 
students . 

L i mi tat ions and Dcol imi tat ions 

This study i=; limited to the Interfaith Child 
Development Center in a large, affluent suburb of 
Houston, It IB ilylimii:ed to tho pre-k i nder g-^r ten cla=;seH 
■for four year ol^li.:; ^^tteriding all di^y clasjses and half day 
c 1 a s -3 e B d u r i n g t h e 1 9 9 4 - 9 5 s c h o O' I year, 

A s s u m p t i o n s 

1„ Student:--: m this study are representative of futur 
students who enter the public school s-ystem having attended 
pre-k i nder gar ten readiness classes. 

2. The teachers in this study ai'e representative of- 
those teachers who teach both half day and a.11 day pre- 
kindergarten readiness classes. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW GF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

Diane Trister Dodgs and Laura Colker pointed out in the 
third edition of Ihe Creative Curriculum that teaching young 
children is a creative process, which needs a guidf? and not a 
prescribed course. They also pointed out that during these 
years, children learn three of the eight stages of ;rcjcio- 
emotional growth. These stages include ti u;:iiing outside the 
f a i M i 1 V' :i gain i g .;: o I P -- c o n f i v.; i -i <:: a n in d c p o n c:l e n c: , ■^^ r i d 
learning to assert themselves iri acceptable ways. They 
acknowledged that their theories have been rooted in the 
philosophy of Erik Erikson and in the theories of Jean 
Piaget., Thay believe that children learn by doing , uhich 
will allow them to develop concrete and literal thinking, 
learn from the environment, develop language skills, lr.T:'arn to 
classify,, and develop abstract thinking skills., 5 

B u r t o n W h i t e e ;■; p r e s s e d s i m i 1 a r o p i ri i o n s :i ri T kie F i. r s t 
Three Year s of Life. In this book about early childhood 
development also emphasised the development of empathetic 
skills, following directions, and dual focusing in addition 
to the other ones mentioned. 6 The emphasis seemed to be more 
of consistency in nurturing and support, ratner than in a 
p a r t i c u 1 a !■" t i rn e f i- a m e . 

\< ay Tim (ii e , E a r 1 y C ti i 1 d h o o d S p e c j a 1 i s t f o r C o n r o r.^ 
1,. S.D. spoke to this issue recently, and she emphasined the-? 
importance of looking at all areas of a child's development,, 



ERIC not just the cognitive, but also^vthe social, emotional, 



aesthetic, physical;, and communicative needs. Kay Timme 
also pointed out that every child is special and different, 
and this may mean providing a more individualized pre- 
k i ndergar ten program for each student. 7 

Sharon Kagan pointed out in her article -f-or a r&cent 
iBsuci of i::appan that, ai?> the interest increases in early 
childhood educ:^tian, ::.he challenges increase also, a^s i-.e.l.l 
as the solutions to the many problems that need to be 
addressed. 3 he nnintod out that Arnold Sameroff and Susan 
McDonough based their researcl'i on the theories of 
d e v e 1 i.;-) p m e n tall y a p p r a p i ■ ;i. a t e p r a c t i c e s , w h i 1 e S h a r o n a n d 
Craig Ramsey emphasised tl'ie importance of the transition 
process » She fui-thei- ::aQgest'-''d that, uhilo Lilian l-atr 
offered a change in tl'ie administrative structui-e for sarly 
childhood education and Lorrie Ghephard challenged the 
purposes for assessment of young children, she has come 
to reari2:e the importance of creating schools and communities 
which are ready for the challenge. Perhaps, she surmised, 
the key may be in the community of co-operation between the 
teacher, the parents, and the community. B Sharon Kagan also 
pointed out in yet another article entitled, "Readying 
Schools For Young Children", that the reform efforts need to 
be confronted and thab action priorities must be dealt with 
iiead--on . 7 In wi'lting an article for Kappan also, entitled. 
"Kindergarten Today", Ellen Booth Church suggested that 
this time in a child's life requires ti'ansition skills and 

10 



6 



the ability to look ta the future and make plans. More? 
pressures are obvious in the bigger school with the bigger 
kids and the readiness skills to crope with a positive self- 
concept is essential. 10 

In his book, G '?ntlG i n, ^nd IjiwijiiZi Bun , Dr. G^'cn l£d 
Drown also stressed that all of hhe most modern tcchnnlogx cal 
devLCOUH have not helped children lear'n better or f as'i^er , 
■;\nd he further denionstrated that M.Jucat i on has not (luvt the 
challenges and f rustr .ri Li ons racing young cl'iildren- lie 
recommended that classrooms in '-:;arly childhood c-'clucation 
emphasi.;:e time spent with each child., avenues for positive? 
success, and the oppor tun i t ie^i to ho part of the i:iecivKLon- 
ii( a k i n g p r a c e s s . 1 1 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS AMD PROCEDURES 

This study was conducted as a result of six years of 
tsaching pre-k indergai-ten students in an all day setting. 
Thers had bsen a difference of opinion for several years as 
to whether the half day or the all day pre-k i nder gar ten 
classes were the most beneficial in preparing students 
for kindergarten; therefore, e;!tensive research into this 
matter was conducted at both uni^^ersity and public libraries, 
along with much discussion with local education experts. A 
questionnaire/opinionnaire was drawn up, along with a cover 
letter, and they were submitted to several peers for review 
and suggestions before the final copies were rendered for 
presentation. The docume;nt was then submitted to forty-five 
faculty niembei-H at Interfaith Child Developmen •■. Center,, All 
forty five of the documents were returned. 

The forty-five questionnaire/opinionnaire results were 
transcribed onto fori /-five Scantron cards, Form Mo. 882-ES. 
The cards were fed into the computer in order to render 
frequency data from the discreet data, and five tables with 
the recorded data resulted. The discreet data from the 
questionnaire/opinionnaire was then fed into another computer 
system manually in order to generate Chi-Square data. This 
data generated one table of listed data and six tables of 
Chi-Bquare data. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATIDN AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

In presenting and analyzing the data, the results of 
this study were found to be somewhat evenly divided between 
the half day and all day pre-kindergarten readiness programs. 
There was a small preponderance of evidence, however, in 
favor of the half day program over the all day program. 
Table 1 on page nine of this document illustrates how evenly 
divided the results were found to be. With one hundred per 
cent of the information returned, it can be seen by the 
answers to questions five, eight, nine, and eleven (see 
Questionnaire in Appendix A) that opinion was somewhat evenly 
divided. Questions five and eleven favored the all day pre- 
kindergarten readiness program by 42"/. to 5S"/. , while questions 
eight and nine favored the half day program by 627- to 33"/. and 
58"/. to 427.. These results are also illustrated by the bar 
graph/Histogram, ("igure 1, on page ten. It is also 
interesting to note that the pre-kindergarten teachers 
teaching half day classes favored the half day classes by a 
greater percentage (88"/.-12"/. , a3"/.--17"/. , 89"/-! 1"/.) than did the 
all day pre-kindergarten teachers favoring the all day pre- 
kindergarten classes (57"/.-43"/. , 60"/.-407., 65"/.-35"/.) . This is 
illustrated in 'Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix B. There was also 
a difference in the preference of married pre-kindergarten 
teachers and single teachers. The married teachers were 
divided rather evenly in their preferences, but the single 
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Sam Houston State University 
HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-KI NDERGARTEN READINESS SKILLS STUDY 



Total 


Respond i ng : 


45 




NR= 


No Resp 


onse 












1 






4 


5 








Quest i 




A 


B 


c 


D 


E 


NR 


Total 


Average 


1. 


Number : 


45 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


45 


1 . 0 




Percent : 


1007. 


07. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








2. 


Number : 


4 


39 




0 


0 


0 


45 


2.0 




Percent : 


97. 


877. 


47. 


07. 


07. 










Number : 


30 


15 


0 


0 


0 


0 


45 


1.3 




Percent : 


677. 


S.J /■ 


07. 


07. 


07. 








4. 


Number : 


13 


31 


0 


0 


0 


1 


44 


1.7 




Per c ent : 


307. 


707. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








5. 


Number : 


18 


25 


0 


C) 


0 


2 


43 


1 . 6 




Percent : 


427. 


587. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








6. 


Number : 
Per c ent : 


21 
477. 


24 

^ UJ /. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 


45 


1 . 5 




Number : 
Percent : 


45 
1007. 


0 

07. 


0 

0 '/, 


t") 

07. 


0 

0/1 


0 


45 


1 . 0 


8. 


Number : 
Per c ent : 


26 
627. 


16 
387. 


0 

0"-: 


0 

0/1 


0 

07. 




42 


1 . 4 


9. 


Number : 


26 


19 


Ci 


0 


0 


0 


45 


1 . 4 




P'ercent : 


587. 


427. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








10. 


Number' : 


27 


16 


0 


0 


0 




43 


1 . 4 




Per c ent : 


637. 


377. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








11. 


Number : 


18 


25 


0 


0 


0 




43 


1 . 6 




Per c ent : 


427. 


587. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








12. 


Number : 


27 


16 


0 


0 


0 




43 


1 . 4 




Percent : 


Cj i_r /. 


377. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








13. 


Number : 
Percent : 


20 
477. 


537. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 




43 


1.5 


14. 


Number : 
Percent : 


36 
84/1 


7 

1 6/1 


0 

C'/l 


0 

0/: 


0 

07. 




43 


1 . 2 


15. 


Number : 
Per c ent : 


567. 


IS 
447. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


(I) 

07. 


4 


41 


1 . 4 
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PRE-KINDERGARTEN READINESS SKILLS STUDY 
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teachers preferred the all day pre-k i ndergar ten classes, 
as illustrated to Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix B. 

Of the siK Chi-Square charts acquired from 
disaggregating the discreet data, two were very significant, 
one was somewhat significant, and three were not significant. 
Table 6 on page twelve presents all of the discreet data fed 
into the computer for the Chi--Square results. The results 
from Tables 7 and 8, on pages thirteen and fourteen, have a 
significaot probability rating of 0.00, which is very 
significant. In these two tables, the length of the day is 
significant to learning better and to acquiring social skills 
with the evidence in favor of the half day program. In Table 
9, on page fifteen, the significance level (0.08) is not as 
significant, but it is enough to warrant some recognition 
regarding the belief by married pre-k i ndergar ten teachers 
that the half day program prepares students better for 
kindergarten. Every Chi-Square table favored the half day 
pre-k i ndergar ten program to some degree, and this is further 
illustrated in Tables 10, 11, and 12 in Appendix B. 
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Table 6 
HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 





MARITAL ST 


LENGTH DAY 


LEARN BETTER 


SOCIAL SKILL 


rHtr/\nSiU 


1 


2 




1 


4 

1 


c. 


2 


2 






2 




3 


2 




1 


4 
1 


n 
C. 


4 


1 




1 


4 

1 


1 


5 






4 
1 


4 

1 


d 


6 


2 




4 
1 


4 

i 


d 


7 


1 




n 
d 


2 


o 


S 


1 




2 


2 


d 


9 


2 






4 

1 


d 


1 0 


2 




1 


4 

1 


d 


1 1 


2 




1 


4 

1 


d 


1 Z 


2 




1 


4 
1 


d 


1 3 


2 




1 


4 

1 


1 


1 4 


2 




1 


< 

1 


1 


1 5 


2 




1 


4 

1 




1 6 


2 




4 

1 


1 


d 


1 7 


2 




4 

1 


« 

1 


d 


1 8 


2 




4 


4 

1 


d 


1 9 


2 


2 


2 


o 




20 


2 


2 


2 






2 1 


1 


n 
2 


2 


<: 




22 


1 


2 


2 


rs 




2 3 


2 


2 


2 


£. 


: 


24 


2 


2 


2 


n 
d 


: 


2 5 


2 


2 


2 


i. 




2 6 


2 


2 


2 


n 
£ 




27 


2 


2 


2 


a 




28 


2 


2 


2 


£. 


] 


29 


2 


2 


2 


i. 




30 


2 


2 


2 


o 

d. 




3 1 


2 


2 


<: 






3<£ 


2 


2 


2 


d. 


; 


3 3 


2 


2 




n 
C. 




34 


2 


2 




2 




3 5 




2 






d 


38 


2 


2 








3 7 


2 


2 






d 


3 8 


3 


t5 






o 






id 






o 


4 0 


<: 


<: 






o 


4 1 


2 


2 






2 


42 


2 


2 






2 


43 


2 


2 






1 


44 


2 


2 






1 


45 


2 








2 
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Table 7 



13 



Chi-Square: 


36.66 


Phi: 


0.95 


Significance: 


0.00" 


Cramer's V: 


0.95 


Cell Count 
Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


1 


2 


L^EARN BETTER 
Totals 




1 5 


1 0 


25 


1 


60.00 
88.24 


40.00 
41.67 






36.59 


24.39 


60.98 




2 


1 4 


1 6 


2 


12.50 
1 1.76 


87.50 
58.33 






4.88 


34.15 


39.02 


iJEHGm DAY 


1 7 


24 


41 


Totals 










41.46 


58.54 


100.00 



Contingency 
Coefficient: 0.69 



ERIC 



18 



Table 8 



14 



Chi-Square: 


60.53 


Phi: 


1.17 


Significance: 


0.00 ' 


Cramer's V: 


1.17 


Ceil Count 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


1 


2 


SOCIAL SKILL 
Totals 




1 5 


1 0 


25 


1 


60.00 
83.33 


40.00 
38.46 






34.09 


22.73 


56.82 




3 


1 6 


1 9 


2 


15.79 
16.67 


84.21 
61.54 






6.82 


36.36 


43.18 


LENGTH DAY 


1 8 


26 


44 


Totals 










40.91 


59.09 


100.00 



Contingency 
Coefficient: 0.76 
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Table 9 



15 



Chi-Square: 


5.17 


Phi: 


0.35 


Contingency 


Significance: . 


0.08^ 


Cramer's V: 


0.35 


Coefficient: 


Cell Count 
Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


2 


1 


3 


LhAHNBtHhH 
Totals 




23 


1 


2 


26 • 


1 


88.46 


3.85 


7.69 






65.71 


20.00 


100.00 






54.76 


2.38 


4.76 


61.90 




12 


4 


0 


16 


2 


75.00 


25.00 


0.00 






34.29 


80.00 


0.00 






28.57 


9.52 


0.00 


38.10 


MARITAL ST 


35 


5 


2 


42 


Totals 












83.33 


11. 90 


4.76 


100.00 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study has been an interesting one to conduct, and 
the results have been a bit surprising. Since all of the 
participants returned their information, it has been of 
particular importance. The participants were representative 
of only one pre-school, but generalizing the information back 
to a larger population will probably prove to be an accurate 
procedure. Only pre-kindergarten teachers participated in 
the information-getting, but most of them seemed to prefer 
the half day pre-kindergarten readiness program as opposed to 
the all day program, whether they taught in that area or not. 
This included their feelings regarding the acquisition of 
learning skills, readiness skills, and social skills. 

In conclusion, the null hypothesis of there being no 
significant difference in the readiness skills of half day 
and all day pre-kindergarten students is probably incorrect. 
The results of this study do prove that neither program is 
-better than the other, and the half day program is probably 
better for the four and five year old child, if there is a 
choice in the matter. Most readiness skills and social 
skills are learned in the morning when a child is rested. 

The basic recommendation to be made from this study 
is to do more studies, especially since children in this age 
range will find themselves in a day care or pre-kindergarten 
O program of some sort more often than not in the future due to 

ERIC 
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bath parents working or to being in a single parent 
household. It has become increasingly evident that the 
aarly childhood foundation which a child gets will determine 
that child's success in life, and this foundation is now 
often left to adults other than the child's parents. Further 
studies might also be conducted on the three day a week vs. 
the five day a week pre-kindergarten readiness program, 
although pre-kindergarten and day care will probably become 
increasingly synonymous and increasingly importe^nt. 
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APPENDIX A 

Cover Letter 
Quastionnaire/Opinionnaire , et. 
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March 6, 



1995 



Dear Participant, 

The following questionnai re/opi riionnai re is being 
done as partial -i-Lilfi 1 Iment of a graduate course pro.je.^-t 
requirecnGnt for - M-io«i:i; study in Educational Research at 
Sam Houston State- Uni ver ;i ty . The aniswers you gi\e vn.ll 
be anonymous, so please clo not 'Si iqn your name to the fornri. 
Y Q u I- a i"i s w e i- s w i ]. 1 g i- e a 1 1 y I j e n e f i t t h e r e s e a r- c h s t u d y , h i c h 



concerns pre-k i nder gar ten readiness programs. The research 
rindings should be -.-ery interesting -nd nill be utili.,red as 
grouped data. These findings can be made available to you 
if you so desire ;.fter March 15th. Please contact m.:-' i C ;'du 
w o u 1 d 1 i I-:: e to n o w ( n o r e . 

Thank you for your participation. Plea se retui-.n the 
completed form to me personally in Room A-14 or put it in 
my box in the office by F r i d a y ., M arch 1 ''.) t h ■ . 

S i ncerely , 




Gay Wheeler 
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QUEST I. QNNA I RE /OP I N I ONNA I RE 

Pi r actions ; Please select the answer you feol is most 
appropriate and mark it with an "x". 

1. Are yau? !• F-emale 2. Male ^ 

2. Martial Status? 1. Single 2, Married 3„ Other. 



Yfvsr- of te^aching e;;per itM'ice? i.Five or mare y»5)ars., 

2.Let;5 than 5 years 

■'earc; pr ovy^jnt i Lion? 1. Fives or more? y(^ai-r 

2 . L. G s ■= t h a n 5 y e a r s 
you i:Gflch? 1.. Hair day 2. All day . 

Enrollment in your class? 1. Fifteen or more? 

2. Less than 15 



Is your administi-ator? 1. Fc-Mnale 2. Mal( 



Do you feel children learn better by attending class' 

1, Half day 2. All day 



9„ Do you Feel rhildron attain better social skills by 
attending school? 1„ Half day 2. All day „ 

1 0 . I'l o y o u f e e 1 p re- k i n c\ e r g a r t e n t u d (.■; n t s a c q u i i- e I::) e 1 1 o i ■ 
readiness skill;^ by attending class? 

1 . Hal f day 2. All day 



11. Do yau feel that pi-e-k i nder gar ten students who attend 
s c h o o ]. a 1 1 d a y a r e b e 1 1r. e r p i ■ e p a red -F o r I-: i n d e r- g a i • t e n ? 

1. Yes 2. No . 

12. Do you fc-?Bl that first grade teachers can tell a 
difference between students who have attended p re- 
kinder gar ten classes half a day and all day? 

1 , Yes „_ 2 . No 

13- Are you satisfied with the current progress report form 
for parents? 

1 . Yes 2 . IMo 

14. Do you feel Lhat parents support the Pre-k i ndergar ten 
I - e a d i n e s s p r o g i - a m ? 

1. Yes 2. No 

, 

15. Do you feel that parents still think of readiness 
O I j i - o g i - a m s a s c h i J. d c a e ? 

ERJC" 1. Yes 2. No 

ummmmmiM 

Oil 
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Table 2 

Sam Houston State University 
SURVEY OF PRE-K HALF DAY TEACHERS 



Tot al 


Respond i ng : 


1 o 
1 a 




IN". ""IN'-' 


r-. tr 3 |-f 


*"l n C2 Q 












1 








5 








Quest i 


on 


A 




1*; 


n 


E 


NR 


Total 


Average 


1 . 


Number : 


< O I 

18> 




/-\ 




(-) 




18 


1 . 0 




Per c ent : 


1 KJ^J /. 




OV 
/■ 


07. 


07. 








•■^ 


Nufnber i 




1 p 


C) 


0 


0 


0 


18 


1.9 




Percent : 


1 17. 


897. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








m 


Number : 


8 


1 (.) 


ri 

\j 


C\ 
\j 


(-) 




18 


1 . 6 




Per c ent : 


.1 .-1 V 
■H H- /. 




nv 


07 


07. 








4. 


Number : 
Per c ent : 


0 

U fm 


1 7 

1 C\C\'I 


\j 

nv 


nv 


(") 

07. 


1 


17 


2. 0 


5 . 


Number : 


18 


(_) 


/"\ 

\j 




(-) 


Q 


18 


1 . 0 




Per c ent : 


1 u u /. 


C\'' 


flV 

/• 


07 


07. 








6. 


Number : 


6 


1 ^ 


i.j 


\j 


("j 


0 


18 


1 . 7 




Per c ent : 


w w /• 


r. ~7 V 


nv 


nv 


07. 




1 8 


1 . 0 


7 . 


Number : 
Per c ent : 


18 

\ U I J /- 


([) 

("iV 
IJ /. 


(,) 

f"lV 


nv 


07- 


(") 


8. 


Number : 


15 




(,) 


r\ 
\j 


f") 


1 


17 


1 . 1 




Per c ent ; 


DO /■ 






nv 


07. 








9. 


Number : 


Id 




(_) 


C\ 

l_) 


(■) 


(") 


18 


1.2 




Percent : 


837. 


177. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








1 0 . 


Number ; 


1& 




("j 




t''\ 
\_} 


(") 


1 R 


1 . 1 




Per c ent : 


d 3 /. 


1 1 / • 


nv 


nv 


07 








1 1 


Number : 




1 b 


\j 


(") 


(") 


Q 


18 


1 . 9 




Per c ent : 


1 17. 


897. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








12 


Number ; 


8 


10 


ri 


0 


0 


0 


IB 


1.6 




Percent : 


447 


567. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








13 


Number; 


12 


6 


0 


C) 


0 


0 


18 


1.3 




Percent : 


677. 


W*J /• 


07. 


07. 


07. 






1 . 0 


14 


Number ; 
Percent : 


18 
1007. 


0 

OX 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 


IB 


15 


Number : 


G 


B 


0 


0 


0 




16 


1.5 




Per cent : 


507. 


507- 


07. 


07. 


07. 
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Table 3 21 



Sam Houston State University 
SURVEY OF ALL DAY PRE-K TEACHERS 



Total 


Respond i ng : 


25 




NR=Nci 


Response 












1 






4 


5 








Quest i 


on 


A 


B 


c 


D 


E 




X -.4- -^1 


PiVer age 


1 . 


Number : 


25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


(,) 


•"iC, 


1 t'\ 




Percent : 


«»100"/1 


0'/. 


0/. 


07. 


07. 








■ 


Number : 


— 


1 ^ 




0 


0 


t'\ 




^ . V 




Percent : 


8"/. 


B4/. 


8/. 


07. 


07. 








3 ■ 


Number : 


20 


5 


Q 


0 


0 






X . -iU 




Per cent ! 


soy. 


20/. 


u/. 


07. 


07. 








4. 


Number : 


1 3 


1 z 


(.) 


0 


0 


r\ 








Per cent : 


er ■/ 

52/. 


4a/. 


A"/ 

u /. 


07. 


07. 








c 

5 . 


Number : 


0 




(J 


0 


0 


(") 








Per c ent i 


ov. 


100 A 


(.)/. 


O/l 


0/1 








&. 


Number : 


1 3 


12 


(„) 


0 


0 


l'\ 

\J 


•"•e=; 






Per c ent : 




48/- 


U /. 


07. 


07. 








/ ■ 


Number : 


25 


(") 


(") 


0 






-::.vJ 


J. . 




Per c ent : 


1 00'/. 




(.)/. 


O/l 


07. 








8. 


Number : 


10 


13 


(!) 


0 


0 




.-,«-> 


1.0 




Per c ent : 


43"/. 


57'/. 


t.) 


07. 


07. 








9. 


Number : 


10 


15 


0 


0 


0 


0 




1 . 0 




Percent : 


40'/. 


60"/. 


0"/. 


07. 


07. 








10. 


Number : 


10 


13 


0 


0 


0 






1 . b 




Per cent : 


43"/. 


57/. 


0/. 


07. 


07. 








1 1 . 


Number : 


15 


a 


C) 


0 


0 




•-(<-> 


1 . 0 




Per cent : 


65y. 


35% 


07. 


O'l 


07. 








12. 


Number : 


IB 


5 


0 


(■) 


0 






1 . 2 




Per c snt : 


73V. 




07. 


0'/. 


07. 








13. 


Number : 


& 


17 


0 


0 


0 






1.7 




Per c ent : 


2SV. 


74"/. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








14. 


Number : 


1& 


7 


0 


0 


0 






1 . 3 




Per c ent : 


707. 


30-/. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








15. 


Number : 


14 




0 


0 


0 






1.4 




Percent : 


sr/. 


397. 


07. 


07. 


07. 
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Table 4 



22 

Sam Houston State University 
SURVEY OF SINGLE PRE- K TEACHERS. 



Total Responding: 


4 




NR=No 


Resp 


Dnse 














1 


_ 


3 


4 










Quest i 


Dn 


A 


B 


i_. 


u 


p 


NR 




Aver aoe 


1 . 


Number : 


4 


0 


0 


u 


(_) 


U 








Percent : 


100'/. 


0/. 


u/. 


'■J /. 


V /. 








2! ■ 


Number : 


4 


0 


0 




--J 


o 


4 


1 . 0 




Percent : 


100"/. 


07. 


0/m 


'J /. 


I.' /. 








o ■ 


Number : 






/■\ 
\_) 


C\ 
\J 




(**) 


4 


1 . 5 




Per cent : 


50"/. 


507. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








4. 


Number : 






(") 


0 


0 


C\ 
\j 


A 

'-r 


1 =5 

JL . w 




Percent : 


DO/. 


C7 t'\ ■/ 


f'\ V 

U /. 


("1 V 


(■)"/ 








5. 


Number : 






0 


(.) 


f'\ 

\j 


(*) 


4 


1 5 




Percent : 


507. 


507. 


0/. 


f*\V 

I.' /. 


f'lV 








&. 


Number : 


2 




0 


(_) 


\j 






1 . vJ 




Percent : 


507. 


507. 


o/. 


(.) /. 


f"iV 

u/. 








1 . 


Number : 


4 


0 


;■) 


c? 


0 






J. . 




Per cent : 


1 007. 


0/. 


t''\ ./ 


(J /. 


ov 

/. 








8. 


Number : 
Percent : 


0 

07. 


4 

1007. 


0 

07. 


■;") 

OX 


0 

U / . 


. 

(_) 




9. 


Number : 


0 


4 


0 


0 


0 


(,) 




ij. . 




Percent : 


07. 


1007. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








10. 


Number : 


0 


4 


0 


0 




(.) 


111 


ji- . 




Per cent : 


07. 


1 007. 


07. 


u /. 


f*\V 

u/. 








1 1 . 


Number : 


•ti— 


2 


0 


0 


t.) 


\j 


id. 


1 . vJ 




Percent : 


507. 


507. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








12. 


Number : 






0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


1.5 




Per c ent : 


507. 


507. 


07. 


0/; 


07. 








13. 


Number : 






0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


1.5 




Per cent: 


507. 


507. 


07, 


07. 


07. 








14. 


Number : 
Percent : 


50/; 


50/1 


0 

O/l 


0 

07. 


0 

07. 


0 


4 


1.5 


15. 


Number : 


4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


A- 


1.0 




Percent : 


1 007. 


07. 


07. 


07. 


07. 
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Sam Houston State University 
SURVEY OF MARRIED PRE-K TEACHERS 



Total 


Responding: 






NP=Wi-, 


Response 












X 






4 


5 








Quest i on 


A 




f; 


D 


E 


NR 


Total 


Aver acje 








(") 


Q 


0 


0 


0 


39 


1 . 0' 




Per r en t : 




ov 


07 


07. 


07. 










Nli nb(=K J 

1 ^ 1 1 W 1 > 


(") 




0 


0 


0 


0 


39 


2. 0 




Pel' c en t : 


ov 


100'/. 


07. 


07. 


07. 










Ml imh er • 




1 


Q 


0 


0 


0 


39 


1 . 3 




Per r ent : 


P. TV 


oov 

/■ 


07. 


07. 


07. 








4. 


N 1 liTi b e y : 
J ^ III 1^ u** 1 ■ 






(") 


Ci 


0 


1 


38 


1 . a 




Per c ent : 


247. 


767. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








irr 

, ( B 


N Li m b e y 2 
1 ^ ^\ III 1 ■ 


1 P. 




Q 


0 


0 


.-, 


37 


1 . 6 




Per c en t : 






07. 


07. 


07. 








& m 


NLimhpr' " 

1 *v ^\ III \m I ■ 


1 7 




Q 


0 


0 


0 


39 


1 . 6 




P y r e n t s 

1 1 1 I W V 


44'/ 
^ ^ /■ 


567 


07. 


07. 


07. 










Ml 1 m h 0 • 


vJ 3 


(") 


(■) 


0 


0 


C) 


39 


1 . 0 




F' 1*" r" fa n "i" • 


JL /■ 




07 


07. 


07. 








S- 


f\i I n*^ h p3 K " 


•"'ci 




(■) 


Ci 


0 




36 


1.3 




P p K I- a n "h ' 


0 / /■ 






07. 


07. 








^ ■ 


Ml 1 m h 0 V ■ 


•"•'il 


1 ^ 

X I.J 




0 


0 


0 


39 


1 . 4 




Per c ent : 




'nov 

vJO /■ 


t'lV 


07. 


07. 








10. 


Number : 


.-,t- 


1 

X .1:- 


(") 


0 


0 




37 


1 . 3 




Percent : 


ft Ft"/ 


wx. /. 


07 


07. 


07. 








11 . 


Nuinber : 


J, 0 


^ I 


(") 


0 


0 


,-, 


37 


1 . 6 




Per cent ; 


437. 


577. 


■07. 


07. 


07. 








12. 


Number : 


25 


12 


0 


0 


0 




37 


1.3 




Percent : 


687. 


327. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








13 


Number : 


18 


21 


0 


0 


0 


0 


39 


1.5 




Percent : 


4&7. 


547. 


07. 


07. 


07. 








14 


Number : 




5 


0 


0 


0 




37 


1. 1 




Per cent : 


8671 


147. 


07. 


07; 


07. 








15 


Number: 


19 


16 


0 


0 


0 


4 


35 


1.5 




Per c ent : 


547. 


467. 


07. 


07. 


07. 
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Table 10 



Chl-Square: 


4.50 


Phi: 


0.32 


Contingency 


Significance: 


0.11 


Cramer's V: 


0.32 


Coefficient: 


Cell Count 
Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


2 


1 


3 


SOCIAL SKILL 
Totals 




23 


1 


2 


26 


1 


88.46 


3.85 


7.69 






60.53 


20.00 


100.00 






51.1 1 


2.22 


4.44 


57.78 




1 5 


4 


0 


19 


2 


78.95 


21.05 


0.00 






39.47 


80.00 


0.00 






33.33 


8.89 


0.00 


42.22 


MARITAL ST 


38 


5 


2 


45 


Totals 












84.44 


11.11 


4.44 


100.00 
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Table 11 



Chl-Square: 


2.09 


Phi: 


0.22 


Contingency 


Slgnilicance: <0.-35*' 


Cramer's V: 


0.22 


Coefficient: 


Cell Count 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


2 


1 


3 


'PBEPfiPED. 
Totals 




20 


2 


2 


24 


2 


83.33 


8.33 


8.33 






55.56 


40.00 


100.00 






46.51 


4.65 


4.65 


55.81 




1 6 


3 


0 


1 9 


1 


84.21 


15.79 


0.00 






44.44 


60.00 


0.00 






37.21 


6.98 


0.00 


44.19 


MARITAL ST 


36 


5 


2 


43 


Totals 












83.72 


11.63 


4.65 


100.00 
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Table 12 



25 



Chl-Square: 


-204.12 


Phi: 


•NAN(001).00 


Significance: 4;!. 00'* 


Cramer's V: 


•NAN(001).00 


Cell Count 
Row % 
Column % 
Total % 


Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K 


1 


2 


•PREPARED * 
Totals 




1 5 


8 


23 


2 


65.22 
83.33 


34.78 
33.33 






35.71 


19.05 


54.76 




3 


16 


1 9 


1 


15.79 
16.67 


84.21 
66.67 






7.14 


38.10 


45.24 


l£NGTH DAY 


1 8 


24 


42 


Totals 










42.86 


57.14 


100.00 



Contingency 
Coefficient: 1.12 
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